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ABSTRACT

Applying an exploratory mixed-methods research, ethnographic and quantitative findings were
generated to describe and explain intercultural communication perceptions and experiences in a
higher educational context in Ethiopia. The qualitative findings revealed that diversity has been
prevalent among students but not in the staff or administration. The campus has been
characterized as a divided academic community, exercising high power distance and lacking an
effective communication system. Ethnicity appeared to be the most stratifying factor on campus
interaction. The major challenges of intercultural communication were ethnicity, political
affiliation, high power distance, disparity in host language proficiency, lack of a supportive context
and deficiency in intercultural skills and awareness. Multiculturalism as an educational policy has
not helped the university address the grievance consequences of the divided educational context.
Based on the results, interculturalism, incorporating intercultural communication as its integral

part, was recommended as a working educational policy.

It was reported that intercultural competency was significantly correlated with intercultural
relations (r = .369, p < .01), communicating in the host languages (English, (r = .302, p < .01) and
Ambharic (r =.219, p < .01)), and intercultural collaboration (r = .299, p < .01). It was also positively
correlated with intra-cultural relations (r = .199, p < .01) and intra-cultural collaboration (r = .234, p
<.01). In line with the theory of intercultural competence, respondents with higher intercultural
competency can successfully build intercultural relations (8 = .357), t (284) = 41.383, p = .000);
respondents who perceived greater use of the host languages in their communication had a
stronger intent to form intercultural relationships (Amharic: (6 = .106), t(282) = 16.686, p = .039);
English: (6 = .107), t(282) = 16.686, p = .039). Intercultural collaboration was also found to be a
significant predictor of intercultural relations (8 = .237), t (281) = 17.199, p = .000). The youth
reported a higher degree of cultural identity salience (CIS) rather than ethnic identity salience (EIS)
(t [279] = -14.403, p= .000). Boys rated their ethnic identity salience higher than their female
counterparts (t [278] = 4.471, p=.000). There was statistically a significant difference in EIS among
ethnic students (F [5,256] =6.768, p= 0.00). The most dominant conflict styles preferred by
respondents were integrating, compromising, dominating and avoiding in the order [F (4, 273) =
94.43, p = .0001]. The effect of EIS on dominating conflict style was significant (F [19,273] =2.128,
p=0.006) while CIS was significant on integrating conflict styles (F [18,273] =3.380, p= 0.000).

Vii



CHAPTER ONE: SETTING THE RESEARCH AGENDA

Background of the study

Intercultural communication has become an integral part of everyday life for most people
(Gudykunst, 2005; Ting-Toomey & Chung, 2005; Neuliep, 2009; Martin & Nakayama, 2008;
Samovar & Porter, 2001). Various reasons have made this possible. Globalization, for instance, has
been associated with the process of bringing people from various cultures and countries into a
common market or workforce. The development of transportation technologies, the sweeping
change of demographics, and several personal and ideological causes have also contributed to this
dynamism. The planet has increasingly been a smaller village due to fast growing cyber technology
and social networking such as Facebook and Twitter. As a result, face-to- face or online
communication has demanded individuals to require proficiency in intercultural abilities (Byram,
1997; Jandt, 2007; Fantini, 2005; Martin & Nakayama, 2007; Bennett, 1993). Added to these, social
questions for political and cultural rights among minorities in multiethnic national states have
encouraged governments to adopt multiculturalism as a relevant national policy to encourage
democracy and healthy interaction among citizens (Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Banks, 1994; Tanaka,
2007). Unfortunately, the world has recorded a number of intercultural conflicts and political
turmoils that have taken the life of so many people. These and similar reasons oblige governments

and institutions to deal with this timely and vital social phenomenon.

As a result, intercultural communication studies have dominated social enquiry from various
orientations and contexts. For instance, the mission of the Foreign Service Institute of the State
Department in the early 1970s played a founding role. Since then, researchers from various
disciplines and schools of thought (e.g. Philipsen, 1992; Ting-Toomey, 1988; Gudykunst, 1985;
Kincaid, 1988; Oetzel, 1995; Fantini, 2005) have developed their own models and theories within
the last three decades. A significant number of studies (e.g. Hoftsede 1980, 1993, 1983; Culpan &
Kucukemiroglu, 1993; Hirokawa, 1981; Stephens & Greer, 1995; Elenkov, 1997) were conducted to
understand intercultural communication in business contexts. A noteworthy figure of research

outputs from foreign language pedagogy has also contributed to our understanding of intercultural



competence (e.g. Ruben, 1976; Bryam, 1997; Bennett, 1993; Risager, 2007; Fantini, 2005).
Furthermore, many studies have incorporated intercultural issues in their studies of immigrants’
adjustment and adaptation in foreign countries (e.g. Kim, 1988, 1995, 2001; Bourhis et al., 1997;
Gudykusnt, 1995, 1998; Nishida, 1999; Giles, 1973). Despite divergence in conceptualizing and
theorizing the construct, intercultural studies have been at the heart of most disciplines,
organizations and national programs designed for people living in multicultural environments or

immigrants integrating in host countries.

The current study deals with this challenging social dilemma: how to create a cohesive and
interactive community in a multicultural environment. It aims to investigate intercultural
communication perceptions and experiences at an institutional level. For this, a multicultural
higher educational institution was targeted for the same cause. It is obvious that even though
various stakeholders can take part in an attempt to build effective cultural dialogue among citizens,
universities can play a pivotal role in this regard. Since the very beginning in the Middle Ages,
universities have developed in what we today would call an intercultural environment in which the
knowledge they produce has never been confined to national borders. Colleges have recently
become highly diverse educational environments (Gurin, 1999; Astin, 1993; Ortiz & Santos, 2009;
Stier, 2006; Johnson & Johnson, 2002). In addition to the indispensable work of education and
research, universities have a duty to make a direct contribution to the political and economic gains
of the communities they serve. In sum, the current study considers higher education as an
authentic context of intercultural interaction for the fact that, like international business
institutions, universities today have been highly diverse and international (Gurin, 1999; Ortiz &

Santos, 2009; Astin, 1993).

A university in Ethiopia, Addis Ababa University (AAU), was chosen to be the source of empirical
data for the current study. The choice of this particular case was prompted as a result of three
important reasons: the personal experience of the author, practical significance of the research
output and methodological concerns. Firstly, born of a bilingual and bicultural family, brought up in
a multi-religious community and educated in a multicultural university in Ethiopia and abroad, the

author inherited a life time experience of challenges and opportunities of intercultural encounters.



Exposure to different cultural realities early in his childhood has always puzzled him to question
why people from diverse cultural groups misperceive each other. His experiences as an
undergraduate student in Bahir University, Ethiopia, was among the citable examples he often
raises. For instance, a month before graduation in 1998, fourth-year college students had a
meeting to organize themselves for a publication of a graduation magazine. Unfortunately, the
meeting ended in conflict between students demanding a multilingual publication on one hand and
a monolingual album on the other. Well, this was the result of an often taken for-granted
ethnically divided student community which exists in most Ethiopian university environments. A lot
of similar cases have motivated the researcher to study such an interesting aspect of human

interaction.

In addition to his experience as a student, the author’s teaching experience at Addis Ababa
University added a momentous input in his desire to reflect on his students’ intercultural
encounters. As a Lecturer, he observed a trend students take while they take seats and make
groups in the classroom. He also recorded his students’ experience of interethnic communication
problems and their claims for remarking of examination papers. The result revealed that ethnicity
was the most important factor in these activities (Anteneh, 2009). Furthermore, the author has
been an eye witness of few campus conflicts among ethnic students at the main campus of the
University. The conflicts took the life of some students and resulted in property damages. Despite
administrative measures, there have seldom been discussions among members of the University
community regarding this unpleasant situation. For example, the president of the University called
a faculty meeting with a subject Campus unrest on a memo written on 12 June 2007. The meeting
was held on the fifteenth of the month at the Faculty of Business and Economics. Even though it
was a grave problem that affected the security of everyone, the meeting ended before the time it
was scheduled for. Only a few administrators close to the president responded to the questions
brought up for discussion. However, all other staff members were silent and demonstrated

irresponsive body language. That was an interesting episode for the author to explore the problem.

Secondly, taking into consideration the sociopolitical reality in Ethiopia, the project aspires to

suggest practical recommendations to improve intercultural dialogue among cultural and linguistic



communities in Ethiopia. Practically, the study aspires to contribute to the efforts of promoting
democratic culture and productive communication among cultural groups residing in this
developing Horn of African nation. It is clear that healthy intercultural interaction is a prerequisite
to social and economic development of every society (Martin & Nakayama, 2007, 2008; Neuliep,
2009; Ting-Toomey & Chung, 2005; Samovar & Porter, 2001). The peaceful co-existence of cultural
communities and interaction among them is unthinkable without effective communication skills.
As most societies in the Third World suffer from the consequences of poor intercultural dialogue
and an undemocratic political culture, industrious efforts in creating tolerant and intercultural
societies can enhance positive interactions. For example, sources witness that studying
intercultural communication in such environments facilitates effective diversity management and
promotes efficient conflict resolution strategies (e.g. Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Ting-Toomey &

Chung, 2005).

Lastly, the author’s firsthand experiences and reflections are important for methodological
concerns as well. A research that attempts to grasp a comprehensive understanding of
intercultural communication benefits from the insider’s view of the researcher in a number of
ways. In the first place, the researcher possesses profound knowledge of the study area and
context which saves time and maximizes efficiency of accessing quality data (Otten & Geppert,
2009). Building a rapport with the study area and approaching potential data sources would be
much easier if the author has acquaintance with the research site. Intercultural studies are highly
influenced by macro-level contextual factors such as politics, culture, history and demography.
The researcher’s knowledge of these factors accelerates conceptualizing intercultural issues based
on contextual realities on the ground. Most intercultural researchers hold a detached association
between the researcher and the researched. Consequently, their research has scarcely benefitted
from the emic perspective of the researched. Therefore, based on the above motives and reasons,
it makes sense to study intercultural communication in a multicultural higher education context
taking Ethiopian higher educational institution as a case study. The subsequent section describes

the research problem and an overview of theoretical issues framing it.



Problem statement and its theoretical base

In response to local and global demand for democratic culture and intercultural dialogue, most
universities adopted multiculturalism as a model of pedagogy and institutional arrangement. As a
result, they admit students from various nations, ethnicity and cultures; hire staff from different
backgrounds; and modify their curriculum to address equity, diversity and cultural pluralism (Ortiz
& Santos, 2009; Tanaka, 2007; Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997; Banks, 1994). However, the ideology
and practice of multiculturalism have been challenged on various grounds. Even though
multiculturalism considerably contributes to democratization of universities, it is criticized for
creating a divided academic community. For example, in racially divided US societies, white
students have felt that the new approach offered them a weaker role than their previous
dominance in a university composition (Tanaka, 2007). As reported by Tanaka, people of color, on
the other hand, embraced multiculturalism as a viable tool for recognizing their identity and new
role on campuses. Similarly, previously mono-ethnic campuses in multiethnic countries,
multiculturalism is perceived as a threat to the then dominant ethnic groups since it offers a new
promise to others who were denied access to a university education. As a rule, multiculturalism is
meant to embrace all cultures, in practice, it favors the culture of people of non-dominant ethnic
backgrounds (Tanaka, 2007). Therefore, multiculturalism creates a divided community as its
byproduct despite its considerable contribution to diversity, democratic culture and

internationalization of higher education.

Furthermore, multiculturalism sometimes results in conflicts among ethnic students. While
confronted with a weaker role and representation on campus, students from dominate groups
attempt to reject the new system and defend their pictures. On the contrary, others explore the
merits of the new arrangement to the best of their abilities. For instance, students in Ethiopian
universities demonstrated a strong desire to exercise political, linguistic and cultural rights on
various occasions (Balsvik, 2005, 2007; Merera, 2006; Baharu, 1994). Most of the students have
been sensitive to issues such as culture, language and ethnicity. Students from previously
dominant ethnic group are unhappy about their new role and the current student ethnic

composition on campuses. The existence of these two groups has sometimes yielded ethnic



conflicts that adversely affected academia and interpersonal interaction among members of the

academic community.

For example, in the last decade or so it has been observed that university environments in Ethiopia
have been tense and have demonstrated ethnic conflicts. There have been recorded ethnic clashes
among students on the main campus of AAU and other institutions of higher learning in nation.
The main campus of AAU could not escape the unrest for so many years. Even though the causes
of the conflicts could be diverse, the multicultural model adopted has not helped it in creating a
productive intercultural dialogue among the diverse cultural groups. The other problem with
multiculturalism as an approach is its weak focus on communication. It is certain that the model
invites a diverse group of students to a campus environment. It also introduces a multicultural
curriculum and encourages various cultural programs that promote ethnic cultures, music and
food. The multicultural model of higher education has not directly encouraged cultural groups to
communicate across ethnic frontiers as observations show. It barely encourages second language
learning and intercultural relationships as well. These problems call for a thorough investigation
into the causes of the problems and possible ways by which intercultural communication can be

enhanced in such a context.

It is important to note that intercultural communication plays a crucial role in achieving social
integration in culturally diverse society. Through appropriate intercultural training and experience,
it is possible to build accommodative political culture and establish democratic environment on the
ground of mutual respect and tolerance (Spencer-Oatey & Franklin, 2009; Martin & Nakayama,
2007, 2008; Ting-Toomey & Chung, 2005). For example, the European Council launched an
important mission that works on intercultural dialogue among its member states through various
programs. The aim is to develop a deeper understanding of diverse perspectives and practices; to
increase participation and the freedom and ability to make choices; to foster equality; and to
enhance creative processes (Cliche, Fischer & Wiesand, 2011). By the same token, multiethnic and
multicultural nations can enhance democratic culture, tolerance for ambiguity and peaceful co-
existence of diverse cultural groups. Unfortunately, in multiethnic and multicultural developing

countries like Ethiopia, there has always been a little or no record of a scientific study of



intercultural communication. Communication, which plays a make-or-break role, is always taken
for-granted. Consequently, ethnic conflicts and political turmoil have been among the usual
distasteful practices in most part of Africa. The Hutu and Tutsi genocide in Rwanda in 1994, the
aftermath of 2005 Ethiopian election, 2008 election chaos in Kenya, and 2011 anti-government

public demonstrations in Tunisia, Egypt and Libya are a few examples to mention.

Regarding the European experience on the matter, university internationalization programs in
Europe have been on the rise very recently, as the consequence of the commencement of the
ERASMUS program in 1987, the Sorbonne Agreement in 1998, the recognition of the Bologna
Process model and the Education and Training 2010 Work program. Even though
internationalization of higher education in Europe may add to ideological convergence and
integration of university policies, it has positively contributed to intercultural dialogue among
students in the region. As a result, today some universities in Europe have been offering courses in
intercultural communication or running extracurricular activities that engage students and staff in
intercultural dialogue. The University of Lugano and Hochshule Fulda, for example, provide courses
leading to the Master of Intercultural Communication. Another example is the degree of European
Master Program in Intercultural Communication (EMICC), a course of the Bologna Process type
aimed at young Master’s students. International offices of most universities in Germany conduct
international exchange and intercultural communication programs. On contrary, the universities in
multiethnic African nations hardly recognize the role of such an important endeavor. Apart from a
recent attempt to diversify university environments, nothing was done to institutionalize and
encourage intercultural dialogue among students from various cultural groups studying and

residing on Ethiopian campuses.

Needless to say, intercultural communication can offer a conceptual basis for creating social
integration and healthy interaction out of diversity within an educational context. It encourages
dialogue, tolerance for ambiguity and effective communication across cultural divides (Bennette,
1993; Tanaka, 2007; Fantini, 2005). Effectiveness of higher education in a multiethnic context
requires a high level of intercultural abilities and communication skills demonstrated by a campus

community. It is inevitable that intercultural skills can minimize cross-cultural misunderstandings



by facilitating communication (Tanaka, 2007; Bennett, 1993; Kim, 2001; Byram, 1997; Fantini,
2005; Neuliep, 2009). In this regard, universities can assist students in being sensitive to cultural
differences and respond with versatility; understand cultural differences in an objective manner;

and facilitate reconciliation and teach productive conflict resolution styles to their students.

Through appropriate intercultural training, universities can prepare students to successfully
communicate across cultural divides. This can let students build and maintain constructive
relationships among themselves. It also creates a new space for dealing with conflicts peacefully.
Although intercultural communication is not widely recognized as a field of study, it makes sense
to promote it as part of internationalization/nationalization endeavors to help students cope with
global and local demands for communication across cultural boundaries. It is essential to ensure
harmonious interaction among people and groups with plural, varied and dynamic cultural
identities as well as their willingness to live together. This is, therefore, possible through research
into understanding the nature and process of such communication. Universities can provide an
intercultural playground where students bring perceptions, competences and experiences.
Intercultural training programs can be deal breakers in this regard. Having said this, it is vital to

overview the conceptual and theoretical issues associated with intercultural communication.

As far as theoretical issues are concerned, it is important to give a glimpse of the available
perspectives before proposing one for the current study. Research in intercultural communication
is dominated by three major approaches (see Chapter Two for complete coverage). These are: the
social science, the interpretive and the critical. These perspectives differ in their ontological and
epistemological assumptions regarding human behavior. To begin with, the social science approach
assumes a desirable external reality and often uses quantitative research methods of data
gathering to predict human behavior (Martin & Nakayama, 2007; Martin, Nakayama & Flores,
2002). The approach is criticized for the use of culturally insensitive methods. It is also contested
that human communication is often more creative than predictable (Martin & Nakayama, 2007).
Nevertheless, the interpretive approach examines cultural meanings conveyed by words, messages
and interactions and assumes human behavior as subjective and creative (Saville-Troike, 1998;

Keating, 2001). Interpretive researchers use qualitative methods such us ethnographic interviews



and participant observation. They are criticized for the scarcity of outputs and holding an outsider’s
perspective to communities understudy. Lastly, the critical approach includes many hypotheses of
the interpretive approach but focuses more on macro-contexts such as social and political contexts
that influence communication (e.g. Delgado, 2002; Putnam & Pacanowsky, 1983). Critical
researchers often use textual analysis as a method of study. The major limitations of this approach
include: poor focus on face-to-face communication and a lack of empirical data (Martin &

Nakayama, 2007).

Despite growing interest in intercultural communication, there is seldom agreement among
advocates of these three perspectives (Anteneh, 2010; Martin & Nakayama, 2007; Martin,
Nakayama & Flores, 2002). However, few publications bypass the paradigm war and the
philosophical orthodoxy binding the approaches (e.g. Martin & Nakayama, 2007; Martin,
Nakayama & Flores, 2002). These authors came up with an integrated approach which they
termed it as the dialectical approach. Ontologically, the approach assumes that reality can be both
external and internal; human behavior is predictable and at the same time creative and
changeable. Despite its innovative intention to combine the approaches, the dialectical approach
can be criticized on a number of grounds. First of all, the approach does not clearly show the
integration of the three approaches into one whole except its presentations of the concepts in
binary. The authors also shy away from addressing how research methods are combined and
integrated to give a comprehensive picture of intercultural communication. There are no
explanations on which methods to use and how they could be used to explain intercultural
variables. Moreover, even though the approach attempts to integrate conceptual issues such as
culture, communication, power and context, it refrains from recognizing other variables such as
intercultural competence, host language (second/foreign) proficiency and personal

qualities/characteristics.

Concerning the theoretical framework, the current study generated a model which is termed
hereafter as an integrative model to intercultural communication (IMICC). The model is relevant for
various reasons (see Chapter Three for full coverage). It integrates conceptual and methodological

issues pertinent to understanding intercultural communication based on a pragmatic philosophy.



Conceptually, it is founded on the merits of the three approaches. Similar to the dialectical
approach, IMICC assumes that reality is both internal and external, and human behavior is
predictable and creative. Epistemologically, it recognizes that knowledge can be constructed and
understood through subjective and objective ways. With respect to the subjectivity/objectivity
argument, the model is in harmony with Gudykunst and Nishida (1989) that contends a rigid
objectivist or subjectivist perspective is not justifiable. These authors argue that both perspectives
are necessary to understand intercultural communication, but the question is how to eventually
integrate the two philosophical positions to yield a comprehensive output. Nearly all theorists base
their assumptions on either of the positions owing to their obedience to the school of thought they
have already socialized with. Another reason that theorists use either objectivist or subjectivist
assumptions is that, on the surface, these assumptions appear to be inconsistent (Gudykusnst,
2005). Some authors argue that objectivist assumptions work better when individuals are not
mindful and that subjectivist’s assumptions are more useful when individuals are mindful

(Gudykunst, 2005; Langer, 1997).

Consistent with the recommendations of Gudykust and Nishida (1989), the theoretical framework
of the current study combines conceptual and methodological issues systematically for a better
understanding of intercultural communication. A holistic and comprehensive understanding of
culture and communication and their intercourse largely depends upon both surface and in-depth
investigation of intercultural variables and their relationships by integrating seemingly opposing
concepts. Unlike the dialectical approach, the interrelation of communication science and
competence research which is not used at all in most studies (Rathje, 2006) is addressed in this
model. These two research traditions are integrated for the fact that communication and
competence are conceptualized as two sides of the same coin on which the former is a
manifestation of the latter. This approach considers the major themes of the model discovered in
the course of the study as integral parts of intercultural communication in addition to those

included in the dialectical approach.

Concerning methodological integration, the current framework admits the argument of the

functional approach which assumes that human behavior can be quantifiable; however, it also

10



honors that there are unquantifiable human experiences. In addition, the model acknowledges the
notion of the interpretive approach that human experience is complex and so does the study of
intercultural communication. In recognition of these assumptions, multiple ethnographic data
collection tools were employed to better answer the research questions. The new model credits
the significance given to socio-political contexts consistent with the advocators of the critical
approach. Unlike the dialectical approach, this model takes a clear methodological position and
hence adapts an exploratory mixed-method approach that starts with a qualitative study and
develops into a quantitative (see Chapter Four for a full discussion). As the study attempts to grasp
a comprehensive understanding of perceptions, competences and practices, and enhance social
integration in the academic context, qualitative and quantitative studies were systematically
combined. These research methods are not exclusive and contradictory but they are rather
complimentary as they were integrated systematically. Adopting a pragmatic view, the study used
multiple data gathering tools as far as they helped understand the issue under study and seize a

comprehensive contextual model of intercultural communication.

The research questions

The purpose of the current study was to understand intercultural communication in a higher
education context and suggest a productive way by which intercultural dialogue, democratic
culture and social integration can be cultivated and enhanced. Through the comprehensive
empirical material, the project aimed at discovering a contextual model of intercultural
communication and a relevant educational policy/institutional arrangement for multicultural
higher educational environment. These purposes were outlined based on the assumption that
higher educational institutions, universities in particular, can play a pivotal role in promoting social
integration and fostering a democratic culture in the communities they are located in. It was also
founded on the notions that contemporary university education and institutional arrangement
demand a new model, past multiculturalism. The new arrangement should encourage diversity,
internationalization of education and academic excellence through direct engagement of students

in intercultural interactions.
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To address these purposes, the study was guided by grand research questions which developed
and became focused in the course of the study. Starting the research with grand tour questions
was a requirement for a research that aspires to develop an understanding and generate a working
theory/model based on ethnographic data collected before a comprehensive quantitative study
(Creswell, 1999; Morse, 1991; Morgan, 1998). In an attempt to gain rich understanding, intensive
and multiple qualitative data gathering tools were employed based on the questions prepared to
guide but not restrict the study. Thus, the research did not begin with specific research questions
but these questions became apparent in the course of the study, especially after the major themes
emerged from the ethnographic study. Later, the themes were verified and legitimized and a clear
set of specific questions were formulated from the data. As a result of the answers to the grand
questions or the qualitative phase, a new model of intercultural communication in higher
education context was generated and a new institutional arrangement was suggested. The grand

guestions that were prepared at the onset of the project are listed below.

The grand research questions:

1. What are the central themes of intercultural communication in a higher educational context?

2. What are the challenges and opportunities of intercultural communication in a multicultural
university?

3. How can social integration and healthy intercultural communication be enhanced in a higher
educational environment?

4. What possible model of intercultural communication can be generated from the context of the

study?

Throughout the course of the study and in an attempt to generate a working model and
institutional arrangement, specific research questions were generated to describe and explain
intercultural communication in higher educational context. The questions were formulated after
the themes were identified and the grand-tour questions were fully answered. A comprehensive

Survey Form was prepared to answer these specific research questions and test the model
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suggested by the qualitative component of the study. Below are listed the specific questions that

guided the current study.

The specific research questions:

1. What is the level of intercultural competency (that is, knowledge, skills, attitudes and
awareness) demonstrated by the youth?

2. How do the youth perceive their personal qualities/characterstics in their own ethnic culture
and how do others perceive them in a multicultural environment?

3. What is the level of students’ proficiency in the working languages?

4. With whom do the youth communicate, form relationships with and collaborate with on the

task of mutual interest?

What are the most preferred intercultural communication styles among the youth?

What is the level of ethnic and cultural identity salience demonstrated by the youth?

What are the major intercultural conflict styles preferred by the youth?

0 N o U

Are there statistically significant differences among the youth regarding intercultural variables
as a result of socio-demographic variables?

9. What are the relationships between intercultural communication variables?

Organization of the dissertation

It was a challenging task to decide on what contents to include, and what to leave out at the onset
of this project. As the study intended to investigate intercultural communication based on
exploratory mixed-methods research, it was not easy to figure out priorities and identify specific
contents that would not change over time. However, it was possible to delimit the focus and the
themes of the project and make decisions on how many chapters to produce and what major
contents to include particularly after the qualitative data were generated and analyzed.
Consequently, the chapters of the dissertation and its contents underwent significant
improvements in the course of the study. The changes can be attributed to the dynamic and
complex nature of research into intercultural communication from such methodology (Gudykunst,
2005; Gudykunst & Nishida, 1989; Creswell, 1999; Langer, 1997). After the inclusion of the

inevitable changes and polishing the dissertation with secondary literature, nine chapters were
13



produced. These chapters discuss conceptual, methodological and empirical facts pertinent to
addressing the purposes of the study and answering the research questions. The following

paragraphs summarize the purposes and major contents of the chapters.

To begin with, the first chapter introduces the project work by presenting the research agenda. It
starts with providing background for studying intercultural communication in a higher education
environment. It provides the conceptual premises and author’s personal reflective accounts to
justify the argument. Following this, the chapter discusses the research problem in brief. It also
narrates the role of higher education in creating social integration and healthy intercultural
dialogue among citizens. The chapter goes further to argue the discontents of multiculturalism as
a model of diversity, internationalization and democratic institutional arrangement. After citing the
prominent perspectives and research traditions, the chapter introduces the theoretical framework
of the current study. After justifying the theoretical framework of the study, the preferred research
design is briefed and the grand research questions are listed. The specific research questions are

also listed. Lastly, the chapter ends with a summary of the organization of the dissertation.

Chapter Two exposes the review of the related literature and the state of the art. It explains
diversity and internationalization as the most popular issues in contemporary higher education.
Then, it presents multiculturalism as the commonly held policy and institutional arrangement
adopted by most universities today. After discussing the promises of this model, the chapter
explicates the problems with multiculturalism and argues for a new model past this policy. It also
narrates the imperatives for studying intercultural communication in higher education. Following
this, the chapter summarizes the history and the current status of the field of intercultural
communication. Following this, it discusses the available approaches to studying intercultural
communication. This is preceded by an overview of the most popular theories and models of

intercultural communication.

Next, the third chapter presents the theoretical framework of the current study. Like the second
chapter, this is also a conceptual chapter but it introduces the model of intercultural

communication discovered in the course of the study. It starts with explaining what makes the new
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model different from other models/theories. It moves on to discuss the imperatives for an
integrative perspective in the study of intercultural communication. These are followed by the
major assumptions of the model with respect to theory, intercultural communication, culture and
communication. Afterwards, the chapter demonstrates the model and its central elements.
Description of the model is followed by discussions of the central components which include
intercultural competence, communication styles, ethnic/cultural identity salience, conflict styles,
contexts and power relations. These ingredients of the model are explained with respect to how
they are conceptualized by other theories and how they are viewed in the current study. Important
conceptual issues related to these variables are also included in the discussions. In sum, the
purpose of this chapter is to highlight the theoretical framework and discuss intercultural

communication variables as conceptualized and analyzed in the current study.

Chapter Four is devoted to the research methodology. It begins with elaborating exploratory
mixed-methods research as the most suitable research design for the current study. After
providing conceptual and procedural issues applicable to the research design, the chapter moves
on to describe the qualitative phase of the study. This includes descriptions of the ethnographic
instruments and the procedures followed to recruit research participants. These precede
explanations on data transcriptions and translations. Narration of the qualitative phase of the
study ends with elaboration of the techniques and procedures applied to analyze, manage and
report the findings. Then, the quantitative phase begins with a reminder of the specific research
guestions prepared to guide the quantitative phase of the study. It narrates the processes followed
to pilot and develop the Survey Form. After the sampling technique and sample size are explained,
a summary of the variables represented on the Survey Form and their respective measuring scales
(Likert scales) are explained accompanied by calculated reliability coefficients of the scales. Finally,
statistical techniques employed to analyze the quantitative data are elaborated and the data

management strategies are outlined.

Then, Chapter Five provides a detailed account of the research country, setting and interview
participant. Claiming the need for demographic data in this kind of research, the chapter briefs the

socio-historical realities and political culture in Ethiopia. These macro-level contextual issues are
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preceded by an overview of the history and the present status of higher education in Ethiopia.
Then, the research setting is described and the reasons for choosing AAU as a research setting,
from the available institutions in Ethiopia, are also explained. Similarly, explanation for choosing
the target campus is provided. Then, a detailed description of the interview participants is
presented in three categories with respect to participants’ roles on the campus: student, teacher
and university management. Description of each of the respondents include information on: age,
ethnicity, language, place of birth, educational level, previous intercultural experiences, personal
behavior and other relevant socio-demographic information which is important in understanding

the perspective participants hold.

The next chapters present the outcomes of the project work. Texts, figures and tables are used to
present and discuss the findings. Presentation of the results is followed by interpretations,
discussions and reflections of the author. The sixth and the seventh chapters present the findings
of the qualitative component of the study. These ethnographic reports narrate intercultural
communication perceptions and experiences of participants from their own perspectives. The sixth
chapter reveals the challenges and opportunities of Ethiopian higher educational institutions in
responding to local and global demands for diversity, multiculturalism and intercultural dialogue.
Based on the results, the chapter gives a comprehensive account of the contexts of interaction and
existing institutional arrangement. The chapter is structured to discuss diversity and
multiculturalism, macro-contextual issues, institutional context, communication culture,
intercultural perceptions, power relations and intercultural conflicts. Various personal stories,
experiences and reflections from a diverse group of respondents are cited to support the

discussions and stories developed.

With reference to the qualitative findings, Chapter Seven highlights the major discontents with the
status quo and aims at suggesting possible ways by which intercultural communication can be
enhanced in multiethnic higher educational context. In doing so, it addresses the problems with
the existing educational policy and institutional arrangement and consequently proposes a
relevant educational policy that can facilitate intercultural dialogue and learning. It specifically

discusses the required institutional change, the demand for new partnership with the state,
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community and institutions and the proposed revised roles of members of the academic
community. The chapter outlines changes in educational policies, strategies and directions vital for
the enhancement of student intercultural competence and interactional skills as part of their

professional training.

The quantitative chapter, Chapter Eight, is devoted to theorizing of intercultural communication in
higher education by presenting, interpreting and discussing the findings. The chapter begins with
descriptions of important socio-demographic variables (gender, age, ethnicity, academic area,
regional origin and religion) and campus diversity. Then, assessment of intercultural
communication variables are described compared and contrasted against the socio-demographic
variables. The report also presents college students’ assessment of their intercultural competency.
Next, the students’ ratings of their intercultural qualities are reported from two perspectives: as
perceived in home culture (own ethnic culture) and host culture (AAU). Students’ perceived
proficiency in the languages of communication on the campus is described in line with the socio-
demographic variables. The chapter describes students’ perceptions of intercultural areas (e.g.
with whom they communicate, form relationships with and collaborate on tasks of mutual
interest) as well. After the discussion of the association between intercultural competence
variables, the students’ preference of communication styles are also narrated. Then, assessment of
students’ identity salience (ethnic and cultural) is elaborated followed by a discussion on students’
preferred intercultural conflict resolution styles. Added to these, the relationship between identity
salience and conflict styles is also summarized. Throughout the chapter, the quantitative results
are presented based on appropriate statistical techniques and discussed in line with related

findings in the literature.

Finally, based on the qualitative and quantitative results, the last chapter concludes the research
report and provides insights for future directions into intercultural communication research in
higher education context. Apart from giving policy recommendations and practical intervention
strategies, the ninth chapter offers a new way of conceptualizing intercultural communication in a

multiethnic university environment based on the findings and author’s reflections.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the state of the art in intercultural communication and its application to
higher education. It explains conceptual issues pertinent to understanding intercultural
communication in multiethnic and multicultural university campuses. The chapter begins with
discussing trends and concerns rampant in a contemporary higher education. It outlines diversity
and internationalization processes as the most dominant issues in the twenty-first century
academia. Following these elucidations, the chapter discusses multicultural education as a popular
model in addressing cultural pluralism and internationalization of higher education. Then, it
highlights the major inadequacies of this institutional arrangement in meeting intercultural and
communicative needs of students studying and sheltering on campuses. In response to the
limitations, the chapter proposes intercultural communication as a vital tool to deal with diversity
and interaction in multicultural educational contexts. Consequently, the chapter narrates the most
important imperatives for the study of intercultural communication in such multicultural learning

environments.

Afterwards, the chapter moves on presenting review of the related literature vital for
understanding the conceptual issues. It reviews the most trendy models, theories and research
traditions. It provides glimpse of the history of the field and its most popular perspectives (i.e.
functionalist, interpretive, critical and dialectical). Following this, the chapter summarizes well-
cited theories grouping them into seven categories with respect to constructs they focus on. More
specifically, it compares and contrasts the key aspects of the theories, conceptualizations and their
popularity in the field. Irrespective of disciplinary orthodoxy, the current chapter quotes prominent
historical, theoretical and conceptual matters characterizing the models and the theories. Even
though listing the models and theories is not the objective of the chapter, providing a clear review
of popular models or theories is crucial before proposing a model guiding the current work. This
chapter is followed by a proposal for an Integrative Model to Intercultural Communication in
Contexts (IMICC) based on evidences from empirical study, the review of literature and critical
reflection of the author on both. To start the current chapter, the following section exposes the

principal concerns of twenty-first century higher education and the new demand for change.
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Issues in contemporary higher education and the new demand

We are living in a dynamic world where interaction with people from diverse background has been
a local experience. Through the processes of globalization and immigration, the world has become
an intercultural environment where knowledge and sensitivity to cultural differences have been
major concerns. This dynamic world has been unique for the fact that global state of affairs has
become local concerns and local actions have global ramifications. These have signified a need for
nurturing global citizens with useful intercultural communication skills. In advocating the need for
such skills, scholars have cautioned the peril of how lack of intercultural understanding could
stimulate conflicts. According to Thomas and Inkson (2004), cultural intelligence is required in
bridging cultural divides and cultivating cross-cultural relations. This intelligence posits
understanding the impacts of individuals’ cultural background on their business behavior (Earley &
Ang, 2003). This ability impacts success in international business; enables productive interpersonal
contacts and decreases mutual misunderstandings. Institutional effectiveness could be achieved
provided that organizations devote themselves to conscious actions in favor of the notion that no
one culture possesses single valid belief system (Zhao & Edmondson, 2005). Consequently, various
institutions and nations have recognized the fact that intercultural communication is not only a

need but a requirement in a move towards such efforts.

In a world stretched between globalization and cultural pluralism, educational institutions, like
business companies, play a pivotal role in enhancing social integration and effective intercultural
dialogue among communities. As a result, education has produced a metamorphosis in missions,
goals and methods. Higher education, in particular, has been modifying itself with respect to
global and local needs of citizens across the globe. Most universities and colleges in the United
States and many other western nations have tailored their services to the growing concerns for
internationalization and cultural pluralism. For instance, the European Commission (1999), mainly
the Bologna Declaration aims at mutual barter of knowhow, systematic utilization of
competencies, quality development of higher education and the indispensable role of higher
education for insuring sustainable development and cultural pluralism. Even though the Bologna

process aims at adopting similar educational structure and easy students’ mobility and staff
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employment, it has promoted the sense of European identity and communication among students
from member states. Consequently, during the last two decades, universities and colleges in
Europe have modified their educational policies to sensitize future citizens to essential aspects of
international and intercultural communication. Recently, the tone in higher education has been
variously placed on internationalization, cross-cultural communication, peace studies, sustainable

development, human rights and cultural studies.

In principle, universities are models of multicultural communities in which they are placed. They
are set to offer quality education tailored towards economic, political and cultural realities of
societies. These institutions aspire to be examples of academic excellence while promoting
democratic culture and multiculturalism. As per demands for multicultural education, colleges tend
to endorse excellence of students from diverse background (Steeter & Grant, 1999). This can be
attributed to the fact that educational institutions should reflect sensitivity to cultural differences
and promote tolerance. As most colleges host diverse group of students, they work hard to project
good examples of multiculturalism. This reality becomes apparent on campuses where there is
increasing diversity in students population and staff composition. Such endeavor has encouraged
universities to act as models of independent world. As a result of attempts to address the needs of
diverse group of populations, universities have evolved to be ideal places where human and
cultural rights are exercised. This goodwill has been part and parcel of the missions of
contemporary higher educational institutions. However, balancing diversity and internalization
processes has been a central concern for today’s universities and colleges (e.g. Banks, 1987; Clark
& Gorski, 2002; Johnson & Johnson, 2002; Shulman & Mesa-Bains, 1993; Kincheloe & Steinberg,
1997). As a result, there have always been a number of controversies around promoting campus
diversity that reflects the demand of all and promote productive interaction by accelerating

institutional effectiveness and interpersonal communication.

Diversity in higher education: Diversity has been among the top priorities of most universities’
missions and actions. In a nutshell, diversity is the coexistence of people from diverse racial, ethnic,
linguistic, or cultural background. It is obvious that contemporary higher educational institutions

have been increasingly multiethnic/multicultural working environments where diversity of various
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enormities has been part of everyday experience. As indicated above, in their attempt to be
democratic academic settings, universities aim to be pluralistic, equitable and sensitive to cultural
differences. Universities seek to equip graduates with basics of multicultural understanding.
Besides their effort to be gender blind and tolerant to religious differences, colleges struggle to
offer a faire playground for students from diverse geographies. In the world that aspires to respect
human and democratic rights of citizens, universities are commited to satisfy the often questioned
cultural pluralism. Since the dawn of civil rights era in the United States, ethnicity and race in
higher education have assumed a fundamental position in political, intellectual, and social debates
about the purposes of higher education itself (Ortiz & Santos, 2009). In these institutions, the
growth of ethnic groups in a national student population created opportunities and tensions that

mirrored events in society around the globe.

In the past decades, university education in western societies has become more diverse.
Democratization of higher education, coupled with post-colonial and labor migration, has led to an
increasing number of ethnic minority and foreign students’ population in colleges. For example,
the share of ethnic minorities in US universities has increased ( Asian- American from 0.6% to 8.6%,
Latino from 0.6% to 7.3% and African-American from 7.5% to 10.5%) in the year 2006 from the
figures in 1971 (Severiens & Wolff, 2009). Universities and US Department of Education have
committed themselves to diversity of education. As a result, university campuses have been more
diverse year after year. In similar manner, the percentage of foreign students in European
countries mounted from 4.9% in 2002 to 5.9% in 2005, an increase of 34% (Eurostat, 2010). The
same report shows that from the total number of students attending higher education in EU
member countries, about half million are studying in other member states. This has contributed to
the diversity of EU universities. The diversity has been supported with universities’ effort in hosting
international students from Africa, Asia and other continents. Campus diversification from both
sides of the Atlantic has brought new opportunities and challenges to higher educational

institutions.

Diversity is a cornerstone of contemporary higher education for many reasons. First of all,
culturally diverse educational contexts facilitate students’ socialization and interactional skills

across ethnic or national divides. Chang (1996) reports that racial diversity has a direct positive
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impact on the individual white student: the more diverse the student body, the greater the
likelihood that white students can socialize with someone of a different racial group. Diverse
educational environments contribute positively to the effort of reducing ethnocentric views and
help students acquire multiple worldviews through intercultural interactions. Such contexts
promote personal growth and healthy civil discourse. This is because diversity challenges
stereotyped preconceptions; it encourages critical thinking; and it helps students learn to
communicate effectively with people of varied backgrounds. Diversity strengthens cohesion among
communities. Moreover, diverse educational setting prepares students to become effective
citizens in a complex and pluralistic society and it fosters mutual respect and teamwork. It also
creates communities whose members are judged by the quality of their character and their

contributions than mere membership to a particular group.

More specifically, numerous studies reveal that diverse educational environments positively
impact learners’ educational outcomes (e.g. Smith et al., 1997; Astin, 1993; Gurin et al., 2003;
Maruyama & Moreno, 2000). Higher education is especially influential if its social composition is
different from the environment from which the students come from and when it is diverse enough
to encourage intellectual experimentation. Studies report that socializing across racial lines and
participating in discussions of racial issues are associated with widespread beneficial effects on
students’ academic and personal development, irrespective of race (e.g. Astin, 1993; Villalpando,
1994). Students learn more and think deeper in more complex ways in multicultural educational
contexts because diversity enriches educational experiences. Students gain knowledge from others
whose experiences, beliefs and perspectives are different from their own. This advantage can be
best achieved in a richly diverse intellectual and social environment. It is interesting to learn that
diverse environmental characteristics have also positive impacts on student retention, overall

college satisfaction, intellectual self-confidence, and social self-confidence (Astin, 1993).

Added to these, diversity experiences during college has impressive effects on the extent to which
graduates live ethnically integrated lives in post-college world. Studies show that students with the
most diversity experiences during college enjoy better cross-ethnic interactions after leaving
colleges. For example, Villalpando’s (1996) reported that interacting with students of color during

and after college has a positive effect on white males' post-college sense of social responsibility
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and participation in community service activities. Students learn better in such environments and
are better prepared to become active participants in pluralistic societies once they leave school. As
Gurin (1999) confirms higher educational institutions are ideal places to make campuses authentic
public places, where students from different backgrounds can take part in conversations. Students
can also share experiences that help them develop understandings of diverse perspectives of other
people. Moreover, for students to become culturally competent citizens and democratic leaders,
universities have to go beyond simple increase in enrollment rate of students from different racial,
national and ethnic backgrounds. These institutions should embrace quality campus climate and
actual interactions among diverse students. Therefore, promoting diversity should be a vital aspect

of contemporary higher education.

However, bringing diverse individuals together does not automatically result in positive outcomes
(Johnson & Johnson, 1989). As a result, dealing with diversity has been one of the most
challenging responsibilities of modern higher education. Firstly, initial contact among diverse
individuals is often characterized by discomfort and uncertainty which inhibits interactions. In
other words, students experience more misunderstanding on heterogeneous campus than in a
homogenous one. Increased diversity in higher education could result in less cohesiveness, difficult
communicative environment, increased anxiety and hopefully greater discomfort among students
from varied cultural/ethnic background (Cox, 1993). Second, interaction can result in negative
relationships that confirm stereotypes and prejudice (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). In some cases,
these would result in intergroup conflict which can erode conduciveness of the learning
environment. Ethnic students, for example, became active in their campus environments by
demanding hiring of diverse faculty, establishment of ethnic studies programs, multicultural
curricular, equal access to top campus offices for ethnic student leaders and banning racist

behavior on campus (Ortiz & Santos, 2009).

Furthermore, increased criticism of affirmative action policies and the growth of ethnic groups on
campuses, have created a fertile ground for ethnic identity as a political identity than one more
associated with family, culture or tradition. As the other challenge to campus diversity, when
diverse individuals work together, productivity can suffer as a result of communication,

coordination and decision making problems (Johnson & Johnson, 2002). These difficulties yield
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inefficiency in time management which in turn affects the outcome of tasks to be done
cooperatively. To sum up, increasing diversity among university community brings the above
mentioned opportunities and challenges. These have directly or indirectly influenced the
diversification process most universities have been engaged in. Positive educational and social
outcomes can be gained provided that individuals recognize the value of diversity, reduce
stereotypic behavior, build cooperative relations and solve conflicts constructively (Johnson &
Johnson, 2002). At an institutional level, diversity efforts ought to be intentional and systematic,
and the progress should be regulated to enhance democratic culture and healthy intercultural

interaction.

Internationalization of higher education: The other important issue in contemporary university
education is internationalization of higher education. It is the process of integrating
international/intercultural dimension into teaching, research and service elements of institutions.
As a result of the process of globalization and international mobility, a number of institutions,
business or educational, have modified themselves to meet global demands and higher education
is not an exception. University education has become increasingly international in the past decade
as more and more students choose to study abroad, and enroll in foreign educational programs.
This growth is the result of several, but not mutually exclusive, driving forces such as a desire to
encourage mutual understanding; migration of skilled workers in a globalised economy;
institutional desire to generate additional revenues; or the need to build a more educated
workforce in home countries, often as emerging economies. Hayhoe (1989) argues that
international cooperative agreements, academic mobility, international scholarships, international
curriculum studies, cultural values and political context are among the most important reasons for
internationalization of higher education. Knight (1999) also outlines other causes for
internationalization that include: human resources development, strategic alliances, socio/cultural
development, cultural identity, citizenship development, peace and mutual understanding, and

economic growth and competitiveness.

With respect to this development, higher educational institutions have taken some noticeable

actions. For instance, the experiences of internationalization process in Europe and the United
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States justify the efforts to globalize higher education and encourage intercultural dialogue. The
efforts have been achieved through designing appropriate curriculum, organizing multicultural
activities and study abroad programs. Most universities in these continents have already
structured international offices in their respective universities. These offices are mandated with
admission, mobility and counseling international students. EU authorities have actively pursued
academic internationalization for more than two decades, as part of the move to economic and
political integration. At first, the EU has promoted programs such as Erasmus that provided large
numbers of European university students with academic experiences outside their home country
(Huisman & van der Wende, 2005). Apart from their academic commitments, the task of European
universities is to promote intercultural dialogue and transmit intercultural communication skills (in
form of linguistic skills as well as communication skills) and to infuse a set of democratic values,
freedom of expression, tolerance and self reflection. US colleges and universities are also
undertaking hundreds of initiatives and partnerships to deliver cross border education courses and

programs.

According to Stier (2003, 2006), three prominent ideologies govern the process of
internationalization of higher education namely: idealism, instrumentalism and educationalism.
Idealism assumes that internationalization is good per se. It outlines global life conditions and
social injustices prevalent across the world. It offers an emancipating worldview which demands
international concerns and interdependence of nations that require students and staff to be
productive as global citizens. This perspective motivates students to question global resource
redistribution and to ensure every person a decent living-standard. Therefore, internationalization
of higher education should address global fairness and persuade tolerance and respect among
students. However, this ideology has been criticized for its attempt to reflect western cultural
imperialism and claims for global hegemony. In other words, the perspective conveys a one-way
flow where the rest should accept western culture in the effort to form a global world. In contrast
to this view, instrumentalism considers internationalization as a viable road to profit, economic

growth and sustainable development.
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Currently, many international companies seek multilingual and multicultural professionals with the
knowledge of diverse cultural experiences. As a result, universities are required to train students
with information, knowledge and skills graduates require competing in a complex global
marketplace. It is possible to argue that this ideology assumes higher education as a global
commodity. Apart from its ideological purposes, internationalization of higher education could also
be used for ideological goal-attainment. For example, the Bologna Declaration assumes that
internationalization of higher education can be used for ideological convergence, that is, European
sense of community by imposing a larger-scale identity. Instrumentation has been criticized for
lacking global solidarity as a result of promoting brain-drain, wealthy nations attracting qualified

staff and students from poor countries.

The third ideology, educationalism, which does not limit internationalization to institutionalized
education, recognizes personal and social value of learning itself. Exposure to new cultures is
considered as a unique multilevel and multipurpose educational experience where intercultural
competence, knowledge of and respect for other cultures may be developed (Stier, 2002, 2003,
2006). This perspective has been criticized for individualizing structural and global problems and
focusing on enhancing personal level growth (Stier, 2006). Despite ideological differences, the
common denominator in the internationalization endeavors is the recognition of intercultural
communication as a central concern. The common purpose requires students to develop the
fundamental values of international education which includes intercultural competence, increase
respect for others’ culture and appreciation for one’s own culture. The mission to accommodate
diversity and internationalize academics has introduced multiculturalism as a new model of
pedagogy and institutional arrangement. The following section outlines the benefits and challenges
of adopting multiculturalism as a policy and institutional arrangement in a higher educational

context.

Multiculturalism and its promises: Multiculturalism has emerged in response to immigration and
demographic changes occurring in western nations including the US, UK, EU and Canada. In their
attempt to remain open and democratic societies, these nations reacted to the demand for

creating multicultural communities in various forms. The variation in conceptualizing
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multiculturalism has resulted in heated discourse in the literature (e.g. Gray, 1991; Leo, 1990; Gay,
1992; Banks, 1998; Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997; Johnson & Johnson, 2002) and the debate among
politicians have made it difficult to reach a consensus in defining the term. Multiculturalism could
mean everything and at the same time nothing (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997: 1) but it is evident
that it means different at different levels. For example, it could mean people who have internalized
several cultures, which coexist inside them (Jonhson & Jonson, 2002: 4). On the other hand, in a
political context, it means the advocacy of extending equitable status to distinct ethnic
and religious groups without promoting any specific ethnic, religious, or cultural community values.
At institutional level, multiculturalism could mean appreciation, acceptance or promotion of
multiple cultures, applied to demographics of a specific place. In this level, it could be considered
as institutional policy, strategy or arrangement to respect and promote diversity and cultural
pluralism for the sake of institutional effectiveness. For similar call, higher educational institutions

have adopted multiculturalism to promote diversity and internationalization of higher education.

Historically, multiculturalism as a philosophy or a model evolved through five major phases in the
United States, and of course in other western countries but with different historical precedents
(Banks, 1994). The mid 1960s Black Civil Rights movement in the United States demanded
educational institutions to admit and hire people of color. It also forced schools to embrace
African American studies in the school curriculum. This phase introduced mono-ethnic courses
offered to African American students. During the second phase of multicultural education, other
ethnic groups too (e.g Jewish Americans and Polish Americans), demanded ethnic studies courses.
As a result, ethnic studies courses became more global, conceptual and scholarly. In response,
multiethnic studies courses were designed for all students. The third phase, multiethnic education,
however, brought the impression that ethnic studies were necessary but not sufficient to bring
about pedagogical equity and educational reform. Here there was a clear departure from a mono-
ethnic course offer to a multiethnic education. The fourth phase which is termed as multicultural
education passed the commonly held notion that ethnicity was the main categorical factor. It
rather recognized the needs of other cultural groups such as women and people with disabilities.

This step recognized ethnic, racial, gender, disability and other groups as cultural groups. As a
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result, university education aimed at promoting and accommodating diversity and equity of

pedagogy for all.

Banks (1998) further argues that these phases were marked by various historical precedents such
as World War I, mass migration in various times, World War Il and Civil Rights legal development.
For example, the rise of Nativism, the Old EU-immigrants to USA (mostly Protestants) claim of
being ‘more American’ than the new immigrants from same region (often Catholics) denied
cultural pluralism. Later, the assimilations ideology/the melting pot perspective to multicultural
education dominated US education during World War I. The melting pot perspective assumes that
members of non-dominant cultures are accepted only once they give up their original identity for
the purpose of developing a shared culture. Also, other cultural distinctiveness and identification
with other way of life were seen as unacceptable, inferior and a threat to national unity. However,
prominent philosophers such as Horace Kallen, Randolph Bourne and Julius Drachsler criticized this
argument and called for cultural pluralism through what they called the salad bow! argument. This
perspective focuses on equity of pedagogy by valuing and representing diverse cultural issues in
the school curriculum. These philosophers defended the rights of the immigrants living in the US
and as a consequence ethnic education evolved in 1960s and 1970s. Following these precedents,
the inter-group education movement caused by World War I, failure of assimilation project and
the new immigrants from non-EU states in 1980s have significantly shaped today’s multicultural

education in the United States.

Multicultural education is at the heart of educational reform processes in the contemporary world.
It aims at addressing educational equality for students from diverse racial, ethnic and social classes.
It also gives both male and female students an equal chance to experience educational success and
mobility (Klein, 1985; Sadker & Sadker, 1982). As outlined by Banks (1994: 46) multicultural
education serves a number of purposes. Among these, it attempts to acquaint each ethnic and
cultural group with a unique aspect of their own culture and the culture of others as well. In other
words, it provides cultural groups with cultural and ethnic alternatives that help them acquire
multiple worldviews. It also provides students with skills, knowledge and attitudes they require to

function in their ethnic culture and mainstream culture. Added to this, multiculturalism reduces
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the pain and discrimination members of some ethnic and cultural groups experience in educational
institutions and wider society. Furthermore, it assists students’ to master essential literary,
numeracy, thinking and perspective-taking skills essential for life and work in multiethnic societies.
Such educational contexts help students acquire vital skills in these areas through direct contact
with students from various cultural and ethnic groups. Therefore, it is fundamental to provide
students with equal opportunity to foster their intellectual, social and personal growth to the

highest potential (Johnson & Johnson, 2002).

The field of multicultural education focuses on three major dimensions that characterize itself as a
discipline of diversity, democratic pedagogy and pluralism. First, multiculturalism attempts to
transform curriculum goals and contents in a way that incorporates issues from diverse cultures
and offer multiply worldview to its students. Multicultural curriculum targets multiple cultural
values, democratic values and pluralistic pedagogical environment (Johnson & Johnson, 2002;
Banks, 1998; Samovar & Porter, 2001; Gay, 1992). As part of the move, teachers work hard to
make use of examples and contents from various cultures. The second dimension of multicultural
education is equity of education and reduction of commonly held stereotypes and prejudices.
Equity of education can be possible by tailoring teaching to address academic needs of diverse
group of students. Studies in multicultural environment play pivotal role in reducing racist
attitudes among students (Banks, 1998). The third focus area of multicultural education is
designing new institutional arrangement to impose multicultural educational environment. More
specifically, students’ admission, staff recruitment and appointment of leaders consider equity and
democratic principles in addressing institutional pluralism. More students from diverse cultures
and ethnic groups join educational institutions through affirmative action policies or other
mechanisms to encourage the same purpose. Moreover, institutions facilitate various extra-
curricular activities that promote diverse cultures and languages. To recap, multiculturalism is a
contemporary model of pedagogy which is characterized by diverse and equitable educational

environment, multicultural curriculum, extra-curricular activities and other services.
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The problem with multiculturalism: Even though most western countries have adopted
multiculturalism as a working model, a lot of noise and hot debate revolve around it. Critics
challenge its desirability arguing that national states which would previously have been
synonymous with a distinctive cultural identity of their own lose out to enforced multiculturalism.
This ultimately erodes host nation’s distinct culture. Some European leaders went public to criticize
state multiculturalism. For example, David Cameron, current British PM, has criticized state
multiculturalism in his first speech as Prime Minister on radicalization and the causes of terrorism
(BBC, 5 February 2011). Similarly and few months earlier to this speech, Angela Merkel, Chancellor
of Germany, has claimed that multiculturalism utterly failed in Germany ( A. Hall, 18 October
2010). Even though these speeches were challenged by their opponents, it is quite obvious that the
practicality of multiculturalism have been debated among scholars and politicians. In the context of
education, too, the merits of multicultural education in creating cohesive academic society and
productive intercultural communication have been challenged. This model of pedagogy has been
criticized on a number of grounds especially with respect to creating social integration and healthy

intercultural communication among participants in higher educational environment.

It is therefore important to review few empirical evidences regarding theoretical and practical
inadequacies of multiculturalism. For example, Tanaka (2007) in his unique book entitled the
intercultural campus: transcending culture and power in American higher education reports the
problems with multiculturalism in addressing intercultural needs of students. He instead proposes
interculturalism as a feasible approach to diversity, academics and social integration on campuses.
The author chose a college campus as a research site to examine and create a cohesive community
in racially and ethnically divided societies. One of the findings of this empirical study revealed that
one cannot create an intercultural campus by simply mixing different races and ethnic groups
together. The author strongly contends that the effort has to go beyond admitting students from
various backgrounds and recruiting teachers from diverse cultural orientations. As he noted,
although there are clear benefits to making diversity as part of ongoing experience, multicultural
education can lead to increased conflicts between ethnic groups. This could be possible for the fact

that multiculturalism overlooks the needs of dominant ethnic students.
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Added to these, Tanaka (2007) reported that while multiculturalism purported to embrace all
cultures, in reality, it focuses on the culture of people of color. This resulted in resistance from
white students and staff. The the multicultural institutional arrangement placed multiculturalism in
binary opposition to western Eurocentric culture. This means a clear divide between
multiculturalism and Europeanism. As a consequence, it unintentionally exacerbated social
fragmentation between whites and students of color. The author concluded that multiculturalism
could not articulate a new community that could be inclusive of all groups. White faculty members
and students did not enjoy the new redefined roles given to them. Most black students attempted
to stay in their own small circles both on campus and in classrooms. The study characterized
multiculturalism as mono-cultural past and fragmented cultural future. In response to these
inadequacies, the author experimented interculturalism as a model to diversity and intercultural
interaction that departs from multicultural approaches. He argued that this new approach offers a
new space after multicultural education. The model gives people from the dominant group

(whites) also a positive role on the new campus culture.

In another study, Otten (2003) reported the limitations of multiculturalism in securing integration
in academic environment and promoting internationalization in the same. The author found that
despite the ideals of international exchange programs, often a certain time abroad, many
international students group themselves in their national communities. He argues that Erasmus
communities, where European exchange students usually meet European students, failed to build
contact with host students. In support of this argument, a survey among German students found
that more than 60% of them had no or hardly any contact with foreign students at their campuses
(Bargel, 1998). Otten (2003) further discusses that not only the social environments lacked
intercultural interactions, classroom interactions and group works tend to stay mono-cultural.
Similar results from a US university were reported by Gurin (1999), who analyzed the legal and
educational effects of cultural and ethnic diversity at the University of Michigan in a team of
scholars. According to Gurin, most of Michigan’s incoming students had little or no significant
contact with members of other racial and ethnic groups. Thus, multiculturalism and
internationalization do not automatically lead to intercultural communication and intercultural

learning experiences.
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As discussed time and again, multiculturalism and its attempt to respond to the growing demand
for diversity and internationalization of higher education have been helpful but its failures to
engage students in intercultural dialogue calls for a new institutional arrangement or model to
interaction. The demand for healthy academic discourse and productive intercultural environment
necessitate a new approach to pedagogy and communication past a mere improvement in college
students” composition and curricular change. Institutional arrangement that lacks focus on
communication among diverse cultural groups residing and studying in a common academic
context risks the tendency of creating a divided academic community along ethnic, cultural,
academic or economic lines. This could further yield conflicts among the ideally divided groups. It
also denies intercultural experience participants need to exercise even though they could have
grasped it from classroom inputs based on multicultural curriculum. This is true for the fact that a
mere curricular change in incorporating multicultural issues may not suffice to help students
internalize intercultural abilities and skills. Contemporary higher educational institutions should
reform themselves to provide inclusive, comprehensive and practical intercultural experiences to

promote mutual respect, empathy, sensitivity to cultural differences and tolerance for ambiguity.

Imperatives for intercultural communication in higher education context

The changing global environment has influenced the increasing cultural diversity in many contexts
(e.g. Martin & Nakayama, 2008; Neuliep, 2009; Porter & Samovar, 2001). Like multicultural
business institutions, universities have become examples of authentic intercultural contexts.
Through the process of internationalization and diversity efforts, universities have been hosting
culturally and linguistic diverse group of students. For their own institutional and pedagogical
orientations, campuses ought to consciously address the growing need for healthy and democratic
interaction among students, staff and leadership. Institutional effectiveness is hardly possible
without dealing with the needs of the workforce. Among the few, healthy intercultural
communication, democratic work environment and cultural sensitivity are the most commonly
cited needs in the ever growing intercultural world (e.g. Byram, 1997; Gudykunst, 2005; Spencer-
Oatey & Franklin, 2009; Samovar & Porter, 2001). University campuses are no different in the

attempt to create intercultural environment for their own survival and effectiveness. For instance,
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academic discourse and pedagogical practices are improbable if an environment is not good
enough to encourage effective intercultural dialogue among members. In other words, higher
educational institutions should consider the growing demand for intercultural dialogue in their
endeavors to respond to the needs of the community they host and meet institutional
expectations. In line with these points and to be more specific, there are a number of imperatives
for the study of intercultural communication in higher educational contexts. The following sections

deal with this call in details.

Institutional imperatives: Similar to multicultural and multinational business institutions, most
universities today have recognized the merits of offering intercultural management courses to
university leaders who work with culturally diverse staff and students. University managers or
leaders need intercultural skills and leadership qualities to effectively and efficiently run their
institutions. It is obvious that coordinating and managing heterogeneous staff and students within
an organizational context represent one of the greatest challenges to institutions in the highly
dynamic world in the new millennium (Neuliep, 2009). However, with good leadership qualities
and organizational communication skills, university leadership and of course classroom teachers
can succeed in meeting academic success and organizational effectiveness. To address these
important goals, university management should create a conducive and effective communication
system that encourages healthy interpersonal and intercultural interaction. Added to these,
universities should build transparent and culturally sensitive academic environment. Building
efficient organizational communication system based on cultural sensitivity and intercultural
management skills would enhance healthy interpersonal interaction in multicultural university

environment.

Attempting institutional success without an effective communication system is improbable.
Universities in the first place should be models of democratic culture and efficiency in
communication. Providing quality education is a collective task that involves teachers, students and
administrators. Mobilizing and coordinating this group of people, who come from different
cultures, demand excellent intercultural competence on the part of management. Networking and

building a clear system of interaction is not the only means unless the system and the people
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reflect diversity, commitment to organizational success and avoid discrimination of any sort.
Organizations in multiethnic nations like countries in Africa and the Middle East are likely to
emphasize group harmony and team work. Institutions of higher learning should act as models of
institutional success and intercultural awareness. Most intercultural conflicts on campuses are
associated with poor awareness of the leadership in dealing with intercultural conflicts and
establishing transparent organizational communication network. For example, organizational
cultures that fail to stay open to students and staff yield misunderstandings and
miscommunication among members. In such institutions casual conflicts between two individuals
can grasp racial or ethnic color and result in bitter conflict among groups on campuses. Moreover,
universities should demonstrate superiority in intercultural organizational behavior and
intercultural management skills to their students. Graduates who would work in multicultural
workplace should experience such excellence before they join the world of work. In sum, it is no
more a luxury for university administrators and teachers to attend workshops on intercultural

communication rather it should be an integral part of their job.

Pedagogical imperatives: There are a number of pedagogical imperatives to argue for the growing
demand for intercultural communication studies in the context of contemporary higher education.
Universities as institutions, educational policies and curricular as guidelines, teachers as agents of
change and students as clients must appropriately respond to the ever-increasing diversity in
higher education. It is discussed earlier that a diverse working environment facilitates academic
success on the part of students. Multicultural policies and curricular should be revised to embrace
the need for intercultural interactions besides attempts to represent diverse cultural values and
dimensions. Through direct inclusion of intercultural courses, contents or examples, it is possible
to advantage various group of students to succeed academically and socially. Extra-curricular
activities could also play significant roles by encouraging healthy intercultural dialogue among

students.

Concerning the significance of teachers and their instructional methodology, teachers can do a
miracle as they are cultural mediators and change agents. Many students learn intercultural

gualities such us compassion, empathy, 